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MEMORANDUM~  _   
SUBJECT: Review of Dt•crft Ticlal Sl ~irdy, for• Rhoi -te-Por.rlet7c Margii~lctl Yircry Faeilith, 'Jrtkwilcr, 

_ ff ,,'cr.shir7glo», dated August 20, 1999 

FROM: Rene Fuentes, ~3ydrogeologist  
~ 

Ofiice of Environmental Assessment 

~ 	 . 

'1'0: 	Clhri'sty Browtl, Project Manager 	 - 
RCRA Compliance ~ 

:1 have reviewed the third version of the Di•crft 1 icic7l S1udy foi -  Rhorie-Porrlerie as you renuested, 
a.rid lhave the following comments for your consideration. 

~ r 	 - 
'Geriei•al Conimerits 
"Che document meets most of the r -eduir-ement of the EPA March 3, 1999 letter. One of the main 
problems remainirrg is related to the lack of a pump test, and therefore the lack of field data to 
calculate a stora(re coefficient. As I stated in my April 19, 1999 menlo which reviewed the frrst 
draft of tlhis tidal study -- "The lack of data analysis presentation in the repotrt can be corrected foi -  
the final report, but the lack of the pump test will not be able to be -corrected since it has not been 
done. I do believe that AGI can use the newly analyzed tidal data and present a reasonable 
estimate on a value, or range of values, of storage coefficient values which EPA can accept." 
However;, the three versions of the tidal report have continued to use very low values of storage 
coefficient, half of what would have been the lowest value available from the literature, and 
therefore, the time of travel values may still be unrealistically high }a'dsed on such calculations. 

With the pi -oposed changes discussed below I believe that the Tidal Study is acceptable as final. 

Specif c Comments ~ 

Page 9, Storage Coefficient Section. This continues to be one of the weakest parts of the arnalysis 
in that a purnp test lhas not been done, and tllerefore there is no way to directly measure Storage 
Coefi^icient. Ther-e continues to be a potentially major weakness in the calculations in this section, 
where an acceptable range of storage coefficients values of 0.01 to 0.3 ar -e duoted frorn the 
literature. 
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The values presented in Tables 3.3 and 3.4 have a value of 0.005, based on a partially confined 
upper aquifer statement from the RFI, not on any new data. Since the original travel estimates 
provided in the first drafft of the Tidal Study (March 22, 1999) have dropped from the 22 years 
originally calculated, to a range of 1.18 to 12.8 years in this report (depending on which method 
of calculation is used), the additional refinement of the calculation without actual site data 
probably does not serve to improve the purpose of this tidal study. However, the final report 
should state that based on the lack of data the values with the storage coef ~icient of 0.01 are the 
most reasonable to use in future calculations due to the lack of specific site data. The RFI states 
that the "Upper Aquifer consists of alluvial sands and silty sands deposited by the Duwamish 
River prior to dredging. The Upper Aquifer is generally unconfined but may be locally confined 
or semi-confined ..." . Based on this statement, I do not object to Tables 3.3 and 3.4 including 
the value of 0.005 in the sensitivity calculations. 

However, in the footnotes and the text the statements that the 0.005 value is representative 
should be changed to 0.01 as a representative value. ,: Since there is still no on-site pumping data, 
or significant additional characterization beyond the RFI, there is little evidence to support a 
value which is one half of the lowest in the literature suggested range. 
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